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Introduction 

Determining how credible or reliable a source is can make a big impact on how 
persuasive an argument is perceived as. Without knowing how credible your source is, even if 
you mean well, you could end up having your argument easily dismissed by opponents if your 
sources are obviously biased, or the source is clearly an opinion piece. Sources written by people 
with little to no expertise on a topic can still be used if their findings are backed up by additional 
sources who are more well known or educated speakers on a topic. Sources used should be 
relatively recent, with sources published within the same year as they are being used being the 
most valuable in this regard. Using sources that aren’t properly verified can taint future work by 
the one attempting to use them as the author themselves even if they acquire an education on the 
subject will be seen as dishonest or unreliable despite themselves. When determining whether or 
not a source is credible, verifiable, and properly sustains your argument, making a list of ways to 
grade the different aspects of a good source can be an easy and effective way to evaluate a 


source. 


The top of the criteria that all others are linked to is the Author. An article written by 
Stephen Hawking on the subject of mathematics will be more credible than the same article 
written by a Freshman in High School. On my rubrics scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest possible 
score, and | being the lowest, an Article written by a Renowned and educated author, someone 
who the majority of people can recall by memory, would receive the highest score. This is 
because as an Author, not only is Stephen Hawking recognizable, but he has published much of 
his own work that has redefined his field, making him a recognized authority in his area of 


expertise. A less well known author who is still an Expert but has at least a few good, reputable 


sources backing him up would receive a 3, or a score for someone who has met the standard for a 
reliable source. For an Author to score Below average at a 2, they would still have some sources, 
but if the author has almost no experience in the field, they would still be seen as Not a credible 
source on their own. If the argument in question isn’t credited to an author, uses no sources, or 
has no reliable sources to speak of, it would receive the lowest grade at 1. Even if all the other 
Criteria score a 4, having a poorly credited author can bring the overall credibility of the 


argument down regardless. 


The second criteria relates to how many sources are provided and how individually 
credible they are. An Article would receive the highest grade of 4 if each source they make use 
of is backed up by several other credible sources from separate but equally credible authors. Not 
only that, but the article should also be peer reviewed and scholarly in nature, this would mean it 
is not opinionated and based solely on fact. Any source that is still well known and credible, and 
is backed up by at least one other source would receive a 3, or the second highest grade. This 
would mean the Author of the source posted it recently within the last few years or the last year, 
and is at least somewhat of an expert in their field. To get the second lowest score of 2, the 
source would still be from a somewhat credible outlet, but has no citations backing it up. If 
atleast one of the sources are proven unreliable, the outlet isn’t credible, or none of the sources 


are cited, then the article would receive the lowest possible grade of 1. 


Thirdly, my rubric scores on bias. Bias is typically when an Author or source is heavily 
opinionated, not based in fact, or the Author makes his argument because of circumstances other 


than facts. If a source has absolutely zero evident bias in any way, then it would receive the 


highest score of 4. If the author is slightly biased, such as they may have been personally affected 
by the issue, but this does not show through to their work and sourcing, then they would receive 
a 3. In order to score the second lowest possible in the bias category, a paper or source would 
need to be riddled with opinionated statement, evident biases, and few facts, but if the person 
who happens to be presenting it is still an expert, for instance someone who is a degree holder on 
the subject or who is simply publicly recognized then it won’t fall into the lowest category. If the 
author is not a respected or expert source on the subject, and still presents large amounts of bias 
and focuses on their own opinion, it would get the lowest score. The potential bias of the author 
can undermine their notability, so it’s important to research their past actions to ensure they 


aren’t sourced unknowingly. 


My Fourth criteria is based heavily on how long ago the article was published, and who, 
or what organization published it and how reputable or well known it is. A source published 
within the last 1-5 years that’s widely available would receive the highest grade, a 4. Typically 
this source would be very credible such as a government funded study group, a university, 
government, or one that’s published and peer reviewed by a group of unbiased scientists. An 
older article published 10 or more years ago would still be considered credible but far less 
relevant with newer studies likely being a far better option. For this reason it would receive the 
score of 3, meaning it still meets our criteria but isn’t ideal to make use of if there are other 
sources. Any source or article published more than 30-50 years ago, whos information is difficult 
to find will receive a 2, meaning it did not meet the standard or was below average. Sources like 
this are inadvisable to use because though they may not have been discredited yet, there will 


often be many more reliable sources to use. Finally, in order for a source to get the lowest score, 


1, a source must either be published more than 75 years prior, have no publicly available 
information on the publisher, or have been disproven by a more accurate study. For instance, if a 
study was published 10 years ago and would typically fall into the grade of Met, or 3, it would 


go from a 3 to a | if that source were to be suddenly disproved by a more credible one. 


The final part of the Rubric is Content. Content consists of whether or not the Article is 
based on Facts, or Opinions. A high scoring article in the content category should have a 
consistent theme, meaning it doesn’t change its intent throughout the article, which also remains 
clear. A great article should also have a large amount of supporting evidence, such as expert 
opinions, past studies, or physically available evidence. There should be almost no opinion of the 
author included whatsoever. An Article that has all of the above criteria, but mixes in more than 
a few opinion statements that may detract from the articles credibility will fall into the second 
highest grading category of 3. If an Article constantly switches between facts and opinions, with 
no clear theme, and the opinion statements heavily detract from its credibility, possibly making 
the author look biased or emotional, then it would be in the second to lowest grading category of 
2. If an article uses almost none of the prior criteria, and is essentially entirely made up of 
statements solely arguing the opinion of the author then it will receive the lowest content score of 


l. 


The first article I researched was What Causes Poor Water quality. In the article, it lists 
off the most common causes of Poor water quality in the United States. For my first criteria, 
being the Author, I would rate it at the lowest possible score, 1. This is because the actual author 


isn’t directly sighted, though the name of the Publishing companies founder is given on the 


website itself, it isn’t a part of the article, and it isn’t stated that he had anything to do with 
writing it. Because of this, the credibility of the author cannot be established. For sources, I rate 
it at a 3. This is because though the article only provides one direct source, instead of just 
quoting it, they provide a link to a video on water pollutants by the PBS, or public broadcasting 
service, which is a well known news outlet. On the criteria of Bias, I give it the highest grade of 
a4. The Report is phrased without opinions, and uses figures and percentages, stating only what 
it seeks to convince the reader of and leaving out unsubstantiated accusations against particular 
companies or countries. It shows no deference to particular environmental movements. For the 
publisher criteria, though the article doesn’t state when it was published, further research on the 
publisher revealed that the company was founded in 2005. Though this is over 10 years ago, the 
Publisher was created by the Environmental Protection Agency, a US Government organization. 
Its source, the Iowa PBS, published their video on the subject less than 10 years ago. Because of 
this it receives the Publisher grading criteria of 3, the second highest. When it comes to content, 
the Article maintains a fact based, un-opinionated stance. The website the article is part of is 
funded by a government organization, and at the end of the article it states, “Remember, 
discovering the source of drinking water is just the beginning, in order to learn more about the 
water that comes out of your faucet specifically, you’ll want to read through your local water 
quality report. Most cities offer a general report on their official website that should be updated 
annually,” (National Water Quality Month) The quote itself is a link to another part of the reports 
website which gives the reader the ability to search for water quality reports about specific areas. 
By providing additional methods to obtain unbiased government generated research, the article 
lends to its own credibility by keeping to its original purpose of simply stating the facts of what 


the common causes of poor water quality are. It doesn’t make attempts to assume what the 


individual reasoning is for specific areas or locations having water issues is. For this reason I 
give it a 4 on the content grade. Overall I would give this article a 3, it is a decently credible 
article that’s main hindrance is its lack of a clear author. It is supported by government sources 
and funded by the government. Its generally unbiased tone and lack of a counterargument leaves 
it with no obvious potential biases. It doesn’t speak in favor of a particular group or movement, 


and sticks to the facts. 


For my second article, I’ll be grading University Freshman Invents method to detect 
nanoplastic pollution in water (2023). The article's main objective is to report on the work of a 
University student who created a device for measuring pollution. Though the student the article 
is reporting on, Vidhatri Iyer, could be considered an expert in her field considering the potential 
impact of her invention, and the positive feedback she has allegedly received from experts, she is 
not credited as the author of the article. At no point does this article state who its author is by 
name, which is why I believe it should receive an Author grade of 1, the lowest possible. The 
article itself is produced by a .org website, which is inherently more trustworthy than wikipedia 
or bing. It states in the article that, “She has received great feedback from experts who have 
attended her presentations.” (University High School) though it doesn’t source them by name, it 
does state that she gave one of her presentations at the Alliance of Indiana Rural Water Fall 
conference in Fort Wayne. This provides some credibility providing it could be verified she was 
actually there. The article provides pictures of her at the conference, and cites three other news 
agencies that have reported on it. None of the three news Agencies are mainstream, and before 
reading the article, I had not heard of any of them myself. I give it a Sourcing grade score of 3, 


because it provides more than one source, though they are not notable or expert sources, they are 


backed up by the claims of a University website. When it comes to bias, the article is published 
by the subject of the article's own school, this could be a potential bias situation given that the 
school could gain a large deal of notoriety from promoting her story as one of its students to 
experts and readers. However, the article itself remains largely factual in tone and statements, not 
making grandiose claims about her character, only stating what she's done and how what she's 
invented works. Overall, the bias is only potential by virtue of the organization posting the article 
being the same one the subject of it is a student of. For that reason I give it a bias score of 3. The 
work was published in February of this year, 2023, which is very recent. It’s found on the same 
website as its publisher, so information about the source is readily available, and credibility can 
be backed up through other sources, though these sources may not be experts and their credibility 
could be questioned as they are not very well known. I still give it a publisher score of 4 because 
despite the relatively minor credibility of some of its sources, the publisher is stated and its 
information is readily available along with it being very recently published. In terms of the 
content of the article, it is essentially a short biography of that period of the students’ life after 
they invented their product. It states plainly what she did and how she did it. It doesn’t state 
opinions of its own and merely reports on the actions of the subject. It keeps to the theme of a 
biography or news report for the majority of the article. In my opinion it has earned a 4 in the 
Content category. Overall, I would rate it at a 3 due to its actual author not being named, which 
can be a hindrance, but despite this it is published by an accredited university, and cites more 


than one source. I would confidently use this as a source on future projects. 


My final Article is Zs the Ohio River Contaminated? East Palestine train derailment 


sparks concerns over water by Monroe Trombly and Haley BeMiller (2023). This article attempts 


to draw attention to a recent railway disaster that may have contaminated the water in East 
Palestine Ohio. Both authors of the article do not directly provide their credentials, they are both 
reporters from the Columbus Dispatch, and not scientists, they are not credible enough to be 
considered expert sources. However, they do provide multiple other sources of varying 
credibility, from a professor to random twitter posts. “Kurt Rhoads, an engineering professor at 
Case Western Reserve University, said surface water contamination will likely only be a problem 
for a short period of time.” (Trombly & BeMiller) I give the Article a rating of 2 on the author 
criteria, the second lowest. When it comes to the Source credibility grading, I’ve already decided 
to give it a 2. This is because though an expert is indirectly quoted, the article makes use of 
social media posts, and doesn’t actually provide credit for all of them. Though it provides some 
expert sources, they are provided near the end of the article, and take a back seat to the poppy 
headline quotes made out of the twitter comments. I give it a 3 on bias, because though the 
authors themselves don’t make biased statements, the article begins by describing the derailment 
as “Fiery” without directly quoting anyone involved in the story, it then immediately goes on to 
use social media posts to establish credibility. As a news network, both the authors and 
publishers may be slightly biased toward making the story seem more sensational than it actually 
is in order to get ratings. However, they still cite some credible sources and overall leave their 
actual opinions out of the article. So, I have decided to give it a 3 in the bias category. As for the 
Publisher category, the article is published within this same year, and the Publisher is a well 
known, long standing news station. Though it’s on Yahoo News, the actual Network wrote the 
article, and many other sources of information are widely available both from the article and 
online with a simple google search. For the publisher I decided to give it the highest possible 


score, a 4. The content of the article is a mixed bag of opinions from social media, and the 
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opinions of a couple experts. I would give it a Content score of 2 because of the usage of Twitter 
opinion posts before the facts, which may cause them to be the first and only thing the average 
reader would see if they are scrolling through multiple news stories, preventing them from 
getting all the facts. Overall, I would seek better options when looking for supporting evidence to 
argue for whether or not the Ohio river is polluted due to the train derailment. So, I would give 
this article a generous 3, only because it managed to score a 4 on the publisher rating. If it were 
from a less reputable news source, I would have given it a 2 overall. It makes use of media 


tactics as much as it does facts, quoting more from opinion than objectivity. 


To conclude, I think that overall the rubric is a good, simpler way of grading articles for 
credibility. I do think some minor changes could be made to the rubric, like putting Publisher 
before bias, since ultimately many readers tend to assign credibility based on notoriety more than 
on bias. The vast majority of readers will miss slight bias, especially if the author is a known or 
respected person, since readers just typically want the daily news. I am confident in my group's 


rubric and I think even if it wasn’t changed we could use it on future projects as a grading tool. 
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Rubric scale 
1-4 


Publisher: 


4. Exceeds 
expectations 


The Author is an 
expert in the 
field and is 
backed with 
numerous 
sources 


The source is 
credible and has 
several credible 
cited sources in 
the article. If it is 
a scholarly 
article it is peer 
reviewed 


There is no 
evident bias in 
the source 


The work has 
been published 
in the past 5 
years and 
information can 
be easily found. 


3. Meets 
expectations 


The author is 
experienced in 
the field and 
presents 
sources to back 
their argument 


The source is 
credible and has 
at least one 
cited source. 


There is a slight 
evident bias that 
does not take 
away from the 
credibility of the 
source. 


Published in the 
last 10-20 years 
with some 
publisher 
information 
available. 


2. Does not 
meet 
expectations 


The author 
presents 
research from 
numerous 
sources but has 
no extensive 
direct 
experience in 
the field 


There are no 
citations but the 
source is from a 
credible outlet 


There is inherent 
bias in the 
source but the 
subject is 
presented by an 
expert so 
information may 
still be credible 


Published in the 
last 30-50 years 
with little to no 
publishing 
information 
readily available. 
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1. far below 
expectations 


The author is 
inexperienced 
and presents 
unreliable 
sources / the 
piece has no 
author credited. 


There are no 
cited sources 
and the source 
is not from a 
credible outlet/ 
one or more 
cited sources 
are proven to be 
unreliable. 


The source is a 
blatant opinion 
piece with the 
author showing 
a clear 
favoritism to one 
side or another/ 
the piece is a 
persuasion 
piece. 


Published over 
75-100 years 
with no publisher 
information 
found./ 
Conflicted and 
or disproven by 
a more recent 
study. 


Content: Fact or 
opinion based 


all factual 
content very 
thorough with 
plenty of 
evidence 
supporting 
claims being 
made. 
Consistent 
theme 


Mainly facts 
however there 
are a handful of 
Opinions 
throughout the 
content. 


Almost equally 
composed of 
both facts and 
opinions 
although leaning 
towards 
opinions. 
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Heavily 
opinionated with 
little to no facts 
at all appearing 
in the content. 


